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Introduction

This document represents the results of an informal conference call on SAE stage 3 issues held on 24th September 2007. 
The conference call did not have any mandate to agree on CRs or Tdocs. It was just a discussion of topics and issues to help progress the SAE work in CT1.
Participants
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Discussion
1) Yang Lu (Vodafone) presented C1-07xxx-SAE-EMM-States.doc, "TR24.801 Subclause 6.2.1.3 and 6.2.2: EMM states and UE behaviours". 
The document proposes to use a 24.008-like EMM state machine and to add new subclauses for the EMM main states for the UE and the network side and substates for EMM-DEREGISTERED and EMM-REGISTERED. 

Question by Marko Niemi (Nokia) about the relationship between the state machines for GMM (for GERAN/UTRAN) and EMM (for E-UTRAN). – Answer by Yang that this FFS.

Question by Marko Akselin (Nokia) whether session management procedures have been taken into account for this EMM state machine. – Answer by Yang that the interaction between EMM and session management has not yet been considered. This is not in the scope of this contribution.

Comment by Robert (Nokia Siemens Networks) that the state machines for GMM and EMM cannot be independent, because e.g. a UE that has performed an attach procedure in E-UTRAN will perform a routing area update when it changes to UTRAN, not another attach procedure, because it wants to maintain the connection to the PDN. That means that after the attach procedure, when the UE has entered state EMM-REGISTERED, the GMM state has also changed to GMM-REGISTERED.

Comment by Gerardo (Qualcomm) that idle state signalling reduction will have further impact on the relationship between EMM and GMM. Stage 2 currently does not contain very much on the mobility management states. Question whether other companies would like to have a better alignment between the state machines in stage 2 and stage 3. For GERAN/UTRAN there is a discrepancy between stage 2 (TS 23.060) and stage 3 (TS 24.008).

Yang considers the state machine to be a stage 3 issue. Therefore, it is up to CT1 to define the states.

Keith (Alcatel-Lucent): stage 2 is dealing with the architecture and the functional split between network elements. What would be the purpose of a state machine in stage 2, what would it tell us?

Marko A. (Nokia) sees no problem with the misalignment between stage 2 and stage 3, since both have different needs. Stage 3 implements the protocol, whereas stage 2 needs some terminology in order to describe the connectivity / availability of the UE for paging.  

Question whether we should speak about a misalignment between stage 2 and stage 3. After all, both stage 2 and stage 3 are referring to PMM-IDLE and PMM-CONNECTED. – Comment that in stage 2 these terms refer to "PMM states" whereas in stage 3 they refer to "modes". E.g. PMM-IDLE state in stage 2 implies that the UE is registered, i.e. PMM-IDLE state (stage 2) corresponds to the combination GMM-REGISTERED state / PMM-IDLE mode in stage 3.
Comment from Robert that a 24.008-like model would be an advantage when re-using procedure descriptions from 24.008. But CT1 should at least have a look at what has been defined by RAN2 and RAN3 as NAS protocol states in TS 36.300 and used by SA2 (although so far the state model from TR 23.882 has not been moved to TS 23.401), before making a final decision.
Christian (Ericsson) supports a 24.008-like state model and sees this in line with CT1's earlier decision to use 24.008 as a model for the new NAS protocol.
Marko A. prefers a 24.008-like state model. E.g. the PMM modes are needed for describing the condition for periodic update.
Question by Chen (Samsung) whether the dependency between session management and EMM, which is stronger than in GERAN/UTRAN, should be reflected in the EMM state model.

Robert would prefer to keep the separation between EMM and session management.

Marko N. considers this a different discussion, not related to the question of better alignment between state 2 and stage 3. 

Question by Yang, how to proceed with the contribution.

Robert suggests to submit it to the next CT1 meeting so that the proposed text can be included in the TR, if CT1 decides to adopt a 24.008-like state model.
2) Roberto Procopio (Telecom Italia) presented C1_49_DISC_CSG_access_control_rev1.zip, "Network control on CSG access. 

The contribution proposes to add a check in the MME in order to prevent faulty or malicious UEs from access to the network: when the UE performs a service request procedure in a CSG cell the MME shall check whether the UE is actually allowed to perform the access. Furthermore the eNodeB shall provide the CSG TA identifier with the S1-AP Initial UE message so that it may be used by the MME for charging purposes. 

Comment from Christian (Ericsson) that in CT1 the use of a CSG TA is still not agreed. Furthermore, the scenario discussed in the paper cannot only occur with faulty or malicious UEs, but also with regular UEs if the access rights stored in the network and in the UE are out of synch (the "white list" used by the UE might be out-of-date). Further comment that access control should not only be based on TAU procedure.

Robert (Nokia Siemens Networks) asks for a confirmation that also for this proposal the access to a CSG cell is still controlled by flag in the system information broadcast. – Roberto: yes. The check in the MME proposed by the paper is an additional mechanism.

Chen asks how the UE can perform a service request without having performed a successful tracking area update first.

Robert agrees that the TAU needs to be performed first. In principle it should be sufficient, if the MME checks that the UE is registered for the tracking area or CSG area in which it initiated the service request procedure. A similar check is already done today by the SGSN.
Chen: According to the proposal, the MME shall derive the CSG TA identifier from the Cell Global ID of the serving cell. Is there a Cell Global ID for CSG cells? – Roberto: the name of the parameter was taken from the current stage 2 (which does not include any CSG specific message flows yet) and may need to be changed. 
Yang questions whether it is common for our specifications to specify mechanisms for the handling of malicious UEs. – Roberto (Telecom Italia) and Dieter (T-Mobile) think that malicious UEs can always occur and that the standard should take care of them. 

Chen questions whether there is anything preventing the UE from repeating the attack. – Robert: if the purpose of the attack is a denial-of-service, there is probably nothing that can prevent a malicious UE. But there would probably be easier ways to perform a denial-of-service in a cell.
AOB
Tentative date for the next conference call (pending available contributions):
22nd October 2007, 16:00 – 18:00 UTC+2 (= CEST, central European summer time)
